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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

Heritage  Conservation  and  Recreation 
Service 

36  CFR  Part  1228 

Urban  Park  and  Recreation  Recovery 
Program  Eligibility 

agency:  Heritage  Conservation  and 
Recreation  Service,  U.S.  Department  of 
the  Interior. 
action:  Final  rule. 

summary:  This  rule  is  published  to 
report  on  comments  received  on  the 
selection  criteria  used  in  determining  the 
priority  eligibility  listing  under  the 
Urban  Park  and  Recreation  Recovery 
Program  (Title  X  of  the  National  Parks 
and  Recreation  Act  of  1978,  Pub.  L.  95- 
625]  printed  in  the  March  14, 1979, 
Federal  Register,  and  also  to  finalize  the 
eligibility  regulations.  A  summary  of 
comments  is  provided  on  each  category 
of  suggested  and  existing  criteria. 
EFFECTIVE  DATE:  October  9, 1979. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION,  CONTACT: 
Mr.  Sandy  Rives,  Urban  Programs, 
Heritage  Conservation  and  Recreation 
Service,  440  G  Street  NW„  Room  310, 
Box  B,  Washington,  D.C.  20243,  (202) 
343-5971. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  In  his 

urban  policy  message  of  March  27, 1978. 
President  Carter  proposed  a  new  federal 
grant  program  for  urban  communities  to 
compete  for  funds  to  revive  and  rebuild 
parks  and  recreation  facilities.  On 
October  13. 1978,  the  National  Parks  and 
Recreation  Act  of  1978,  Pub.  L.  95-625, 
w  as  passed  by  the  Congress;  and  on 
November  10, 1978,  the  President  signed 
the  bill  into  law.  Title  X,  the  Urban  Park 
and  Recreation  Recovery  (UPARR)  Act 
of  1978,  authorized  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  to  establish  a  five  year  program 
to  provide  Federal  grants  to 
economically  hard-pressed  communities, 
specifically  for  the  rehabilitation  of 
critically  needed  recreation  areas  and 
facilities,  and  the  development  of 
improved  recreation  programs.  The 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  delegated 
the  responsibility  for  developing  the 
Urban  Park  and  Recreation  Recovery 
Program  to  the  Director,  Heritage 
Conservation  and  Recreation  Service. 

On  March  14, 1979,  the  Heritage 
Conservation  and  Recreation  Service 
published  as  an  Interim  Rule  in  the 
Federal  Register  (44  FR  15486),  criteria 
for  determining  eligibility  for  grants 
under  the  Urban  Park  and  Recreation 
Recovery  Program,  and  a  list  of  eligible 
jurisdictions. 


Also,  published  as  Interim  Rules  were 
the  criteria  for  preparation  of  Local 
Recovery  Action  Programs,  July  5, 1979, 
(44  FR  39342)  and  Grant  Procedures 
Regulations,  August  9, 1979,  (44  FR 
47018).  These  documents  should  be 
referred  to  for  additional  information. 
The  Heritage  Conservation  and 
Recreation  Service  is  prepared  to 
obligate  the  20  million  dollar 
supplemental  that  was  approved  as 
Public  Law  96-38  for  1979  Fiscal  Year 
Funding. 

The  Congress  and  the  Administration 
have  expressed  a  commitment  to  the 
implementation  of  this  critically  needed 
program  for  Urban  Park  and  Recreation 
areas.  It  is  necessary  to  publish  this  list 
and  criteria  as  a  Final  Rule  in  order  to 
meet  the  timetable  for  Fiscal  Year 
Funding.  Therefore,  pursuant  to  the 
exceptions  provided  for  in  the 
Administrative  Procedure  Act  5  U.S.C., 
section  553(d)(3),  and  the  Departmental 
Regulations  on  Rulemaking  in  43  CFR 
14.3(f),  this  list  and  eligibility  criteria  are 
published  as  a  Final  Rule  effective 
immediately. 

Program  Information 

The  objectives  of  the  Urban  Park  and 
Recreation  Recovery  (UPARR)  Program 
are  to  assist  physically  and 
economically  distressed  urban 
jurisdictions  revitalize  their  recreation 
systems,  and  to  enhance  overall 
recreation  opportunities  through  the  use 
of  existing  and  potential  recreation 
resources. 

The  program  aims  to  develop  linkages 
between  cities  and  States,  between 
urban  recreation,  physical  resource  and 
human  services  programs,  between  the 
Federal  Government  and  the  States,  and 
between  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
and  other  Federal  agencies  that  will 
help  ensure  the  long-term  success  of  the 
overall  urban  revitalization  effort. 

There  are  three  types  of  project  grants 
under  the  UPARR  program: 

Rehabilitation  grants  are  matching 
capital  grants  (70  percent  Federal — 30 
percent  local)  to  local  governments  for 
the  purpose  of  rebuilding,  remodeling, 
expanding,  or  developing  existing 
outdoor  or  indoor  recreation  areas  and 
facilities.  Funds  may  be  used  to  improve 
park  landscapes,  buildings,  and  support 
facilities.  Funds  may  not  be  used  for 
routine  maintenance  and  upkeep 
activities  nor  may  they  be  used  for 
acquisition. 

Innovation  grants  are  matching  grants 
(70  percent  Federal — 30  percent  local)  to 
local  governments  to  cover  costs  of 
personnel,  facilities,  equipment,  supplies 
or  services  designed  to  demonstrate 
innovative  and  cost-effective  ways  to 
enhance  park  and  recreation 


opportunities  at  the  neighborhood  level. 
Innovation  proposals  should 
demonstrate  solutions  to  common 
problems  in  system  management  and 
the  delivery  of  recreation  services. 
These  funds  may  not  be  used  for  routine 
operation  and  maintenance  activities. 
Innovation  grant  awards  are  limited  to 
ten  percent  of  the  total  annual 
authorization  for  the  Urban  Park  and 
Recreation  Recovery  Program. 

Recovery  Action  Program  grants  are 
matching  grants  (50  percent  Federal — 50 
percent  local)  to  local  governments  for 
the  development  of  local  park  and 
recreation  system  recovery  plans.  They 
may  be  used  to  fund  preparation  of 
resource  and  need  assessments, 
coordination,  citizen  involvement,  and 
policy  development  activities  which 
contribute  to  public  definition  of 
Recovery  goals  and  priorities. 

A  summary  of  public  comments  and 
responses  on  the  eligibility  regulations 
follows: 

Public  Comment  Summary 

A  total  of  388  responses  on  the 
program  were  received  within  the  time- 
frame  allotted  for  comments.  Of  these, 
166  were  information  and  application 
requests  or  duplicate  letters. 

Public  Comment  Summary  Chart 


Number 

Subject  of  comment:  received 

Small  city  considerations .  106 

Subjurisdiction  considerations  — _ _ _  3 

Data  concerns _ .....  12 

Questions  on  population  size - ............  5 

Formula  questions .  0 

General  concerns . 

Non-SMSA  wishing  consideration . 

Questions  on  Variables _ 

Letters  ol  general  support .  3 

Puerto  Rico _ ..... _  21 

Townships . .  9 


Total  comments  received .  222 


Criteria  for  Eligibility  and  Other 
Comments 

Small  City  Considerations 

The  greatest  number  of  comments 
received  (106)  were  from  smaller 
communities  advocating  their 
consideration  for  eligibility  in  the 
program.  The  population  figures  used 
were  for  those  communities  over  40,000 
in  1970  or  1976,  counties  over  250,000  in 
1970  or  1976,  and  Central  Cities  of 
Standard  Metropolitan  Statistical  Areas. 
The  jurisdictions  that  did  not  meet  this 
critera  felt  that  they  also  had  needs  and 
should  have  the  opportunity  to 
participate  in  UPARR.  We  realize  that 
all  communities  have  specific  needs  and 
can  use  assistance,  but  UPARR 
legislation  specifically  states  that  the 
program  be  targeted  to  large  urban 
jurisdictions  experiencing  difficulties. 
Congress  found  that  the  greatest 
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recreational  deficiencies  with  respect  to 
land,  facilities  and  programs  are  found 
in  large  cities,  especially  at  the 
neighborhood  level.  Inadequate 
financing  of  urban  recreation  programs 
due  to  fiscal  difficulties  in  many  large 
cities  has  led  to  the  deterioration  of 
facilities,  nonavailability  of  recreation 
services,  and  an  inability  to  adopt 
recreational  programs  to  changing 
circumstances.  The  population  limits 
used  were  selected  after  consultation 
with  the  Department  of  Housing  and 
Urban  Development  (which  has  the 
responsibility  of  coordinating  the 
Administration's  Urban  Initiatives),  the 
Bureau  of  the  Census,  other  Federal 
program  administrators,  statisticians, 
and  interested  individuals.  There  was 
general  agreement  by  those  contacted 
that  a  large  urban  area  included  those 
population  centers  over  40,000  and 
Central  Cities  of  Standard  Metropolitan 
Statistical  Areas.  The  HCRS  could  not 
broaden  the  eligibility  to  consider  the 
smaller  jurisdictions  and  keep  the 
program  within  the  Congressional 
intent.  Therefore,  the  proposals  to 
include  the  smaller  jurisdictions  were 
not  adopted. 

Subjurisdictional  Considerations 

HCRS  received  comments  stating  that 
distressed  areas  within  jurisdictions 
should  be  considered  for  eligibility. 
These  included  statements  that  cities 
contain  neighborhood  areas  of  great 
distress  although  the  situation  of  the 
overall  community  may  not  be 
indicative  of  that  distress.  The  purpose 
of  the  UPARR  Program  is  to  relieve 
jurisdictional  distress.  The  program’s 
intent  is  to  systematically  address  urban 
recreation  demand  and  decline  for  the 
entire  jurisdiction.  Sub-jurisdictional 
considerations  would  not  allow  us  to 
compare  jurisdictions  on  a  national 
basis,  and  the  law  does  not  allow  us  to 
fund  neighborhoods  directly.  Finally, 
neighborhood  data  is  not  available  on  a 
Nationwide  basis,  for  the  analysis  of 
jurisdictional  distress  in  a  meaningful 
manner.  The  HCRS  considered  this 
"pockets  of  poverty"  approach  and 
found  it  unworkable  for  the  program  at 
this  time,  and  for  these  reasons  could 
not  adopt  this  suggestion. 

Data  Concerns 

Several  cities  registered  concern 
about  the  reliability  of  the  eligibility 
data  and  computations,  and  questioned 
whether  the  data  used  was  correct  for 
their  jurisdiction.  The  Heritage 
Conservation  and  Recreation  Service 
reevaluated  each  case  where  a 
jurisdiction  questioned  the  data  or 
computations.  Individual  responses 
were  forwarded  to  all  cities  that 


requested  this  reevaluation.  For 
instance,  a  jurisdiction  wrote  and 
requested  a  copy  of  the  data  used  to 
compute  eligibility.  This  information 
was  forwarded  along  with  an 
explanation  of  how  eligibility  was 
determined.  HCRS  did  not  find  any  case 
where  the  wrong  indicator  or  data  was 
used  to  determine  eligibility.  Therefore, 
no  jurisdictions  were  added  from  these 
comments. 

Questions  on  Population  Size 

Several  communities  requested  that 
we  reexamine  the  population  figures  for 
both  1970  and  1976.  These  communities 
stated  that  their  population  was  above 
40,000  in  1970,  but  had  drastically 
declined  by  1976.  The  HCRS  requested 
the  Bureau  of  the  Census  to  reexamine 
the  population  figures  for  all 
communities.  Census  reexamination 
found  that  there  were  21  communities 
meeting  the  population  thresholds  for 
cities  and  counties  that  had  to  be 
reevaluated.  HCRS  reevaluated  each  of 
these  communities  for  eligibility  in  the 
same  manner  as  the  original 
computations.  A  score  based  on  the 
national  mean  was  calculated  and  those 
jurisdictions  receiving  a  higher  score 
than  the  median  cutoff  point,  were 
added  to  the  list.  Fifteen  jurisdictions 
were  added  under  this  category. 

General 

We  received  questions  on  the  specific 
manner  in  which  this  program  would  be 
developed  and  implemented.  Individual 
responses  were  forwarded  to  those 
persons  requesting  detailed  information 
or  elaboration.  They  included  concerns 
on  Historic  Preservation,  Community 
Development,  County  Participation, 
Block  Grant  Linkages  and  Citizen 
Participation  Requirements.  These 
comments  did  not  question  eligibility, 
therefore,  no  cities  were  added  under 
this  category. 

We  also  received  a  suggestion  that  we 
include  a  variable  called  "Female  Heads 
of  Households”  that  would  measure 
areas  in  need  of  high  quality 
recreational  opportunities  because  of 
frequent  unsupervised  time  for  children. 
HCRS  learned  that  this  variable  is 
regionally  biased  and  therefore  did  not 
include  it.  The  variable  is  adequately 
covered  by  “Total  Population  Under  18 
years  of  Age  and  60  years  and  Over" 
which  effectively  measures  the  major 
users  of  parks  and  recreation  areas  in  a 
jurisdiction.  HCRS  did  not  add  Female 
Heads  of  Households  and  therefore  no 
jurisdictions  were  added  under  this 
category. 
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Non-SMSA  Communities  Wishing 
Discretionary  Consideration 

A  number  of  communities  not  on  the 
eligibility  listing  and  not  located  within 
a  Standard  Metropolitan  Statistical 
Area  requested  that  discretionary 
funding  be  enlarged  to  consider  all 
communities  within  the  U.S.  The 
authorizing  legislation  specifically  limits 
discretionary  participation  to 
jurisdictions  located  within  SMSA’s, 
and  therefore  this  request  could  not  be 
accommodated.  Jurisdictions  will  be 
considered  for  discretionary  application 
if  they  are  incorporated  into  future 
listings  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Census. 

Variables  Used  for  Eligibility  Criteria 

Comments  were  received  on  the  six 
variables  used  to  determine  the 
eligibility  in  the  March  14, 1979,  Federal 
Register.  The  comments  on  these 
indicators  are  listed  in  the  same  order 
as  the  original  listing  to  simplify  their 
review: 

1.  Population  Per  Square  Mile,  1975. 

2.  Net  Change  in  Per  Capita  Income, . 
1969-1975. 

3.  Percent  Unemployed,  1977. 

4.  Percent  of  Households  without 
Automobiles,  1970. 

5.  Total  Population  Under  18  Years  of 
Age  and  60  Years  and  Over,  1970. 

6.  Percent  Persons  with  Income  Below 
125  Percent  Poverty  Level,  1970. 

Population  per  Square  Mile 

Comments  received  on  this  variable 
suggested  that  the  Census  Bureau’s 
’urbanized  area’  be  used  rather  than 
traditional  jurisdictional  boundaries  for 
computing  population  per  square  mile. 
The  urbanized  area  is  a  designation  by 
the  Bureau  of  the  Census  which  contains 
a  city  of  50,000  or  more  population  plus 
the  surrounding  densely  settled 
incorporated  and  unincorporated  areas. 
The  Census  Bureau's  ‘urbanized  area’ 
may  not  include  the  entire  boundary  of  a 
particular  community,  but  may  include 
entire  city  boundaries  as  well  as 
portions  of  others.  The  concern  was  that 
the  overall  density  for  the  jurisdiction  is 
low  when  there  are  high  density  areas  in 
parts  of  the  jurisdiction.  The  Census 
Bureau’s  ‘urbanized  area’  designation 
was  examined  by  HCRS  as  a  result  of 
these  comments  and  found  to  be 
unusable  for  the  program,  because  there 
is  no  collected  data  for  ‘urbanized  areas’ 
and  special  computations  would  have 
been  necessary.  Also,  the  urbanized 
area  designation  crosses  city,  county, 
and  State  boundaries.  For  example,  the 
New  York  City  ‘urbanized  area’ 
encompasses  parts  of  three  states  and  a 
multitude  of  localities.  The  HCRS  found 
that  no  comparison  of  jurisdictions 
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could  be  made  if  density  per  square  mile 
is  computed  by  ‘urbanized  area’  rather 
than  by  traditional  boundaries.  The 
difficulties  of  lack  of  data  made  this 
proposal  nonfeasible.  Therefore, 
population  per  square  mile  using 
traditional  jurisdictional  boundaries, 
will  continue  to  be  an  eligibility  factor 
for  the  ItPARR  Program  since  it  is  the 
most  available  and  reliable  indicator  of 
density. 

Net  Change  in  per  Capita  Income,  1969- 
75 

Most  comments  on  the  income 
variable  criticized  the  lack  of 
adjustment  for  cost  of  living  between 
jurisdictions.  Individuals  felt  that  areas 
with  higher  costs  of  living  should 
receive  additional  points.  Low  cost  of 
living  areas  felt  they  were  being 
discriminated  against.  HCRS  originally 
considered  using  cost  of  living  indexes 
early  in  the  development  of  the 
eligibility  regulations,  but  found  that  the 
Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  does  not  have 
available  nationwide  indicators.  We 
therefore  could  not  make  adjustments. 

In  response  to  the  concerns  of  low  cost 
areas  versus  high  cost  areas,  the 
differences  among  areas  was  avoided 
by  using  net  change  in  per  capita  income 
instead  of  a  yearly  per  cent  figure.  This 
is  the  dollar  change  over  a  six  year 
period.  HCRS  considered  each  proposal, 
but  net  change  in  per  capita  income 
1969-1975  will  continue  to  be  used  since 
it  is  reliable  and  the  best  available 
indicator  of  a  jurisdiction’s  relative 
financial  capacity. 

Percent  Unemployed,  1977 

Comments  received  on  this  indicator 
were  from  small  communities  not  on  the 
eligibility  list.  These  communities  felt 
that  population  limits  should  be  reduced 
and  they  did  not  want  this  indicator 
used  because  unemployment  data  is  not 
available  for  small  communities.  Our 
response  is  that  unemployment  is  an 
excellent  indicator,  measuring  those 
jurisdictions  experiencing  physical  and 
economic  distress.  Hie  data  is  available 
for  the  large  urban  communites  that  are 
the  legislative  target  of  the  program.  The 
use  of  this  measure  is  consistent  with 
the  mandate  of  the  Act  and  will 
continue  to  be  used. 

Percent  of  Households  Without 
Automobiles  Available,  1970 

The  comments  on  this  variable  were 
from  jurisdictions  without  developed 
mass  transportation  systems.  They  felt 
this  variable  unfairly  disadvantaged 
their  communities  in  the  eligibility 
selection  criteria.  The  HCRS  examined 
this  criticism  and  found  that  close-to- 
home  recreation  resources  are 


particularly  needed  by  those  without 
automobiles.  The  Recreation  Access 
Study  by  the  Department  of 
Transportation,  estimated  that  90-95 
percent  of  all  trips  to  recreation  area 
facilities  are  made  in  private 
automobiles.  Additionally,  this  study 
found  that  public  transportation  systems 
are  structured  and  operated  to  serve 
travel  demands  primarily  to  work  and 
secondarily  for  shopping,  and  operating 
strategies  are  not  conducive  to  the  use 
of  public  transportation  for  recreational 
purposes.  This  detailed  study  documents 
the  problems  of  the  earless  group  in 
reaching  recreation  areas  outside  their 
neighborhood.  The  UPARR  program  will 
provide  grants  to  rebuild  recreation 
areas  and  facilities  close  to  home  and 
HCRS  finds  a  most  needy  user  group  is 
the  earless.  This  indicator  measures  that 
group  and  is  a  traditional  measure  of 
need  for  close  to  home  resources. 
Therefore,  the  use  of  this  measure  is  in 
keeping  with  the  intent  of  the  program. 

Total  Population  Under  18  Years  of  Age, 
and  60  Years  and  Over,  1970 

All  comments  received  supported  the 
use  of  this  variable. 

Percent  Persons  With  Income  Below  125 
Percent  Poverty  Level,  1970 

Comments  on  this  variable  suggested 
that  the  poverty  level  figures  be 
adjusted  for  cost  of  living  indexes  by 
jurisdiction  or  region.  This  information 
is  not  available  nationwide.  We  realize 
there  are  differences  among  regions  and 
therefore  we  considered  those  that  were 
near  poor  by  including  the  125  percent 
level.  We  also  used  the  percent  of 
persons  in  poverty  level  rather  than 
households,  in  order  to  consider  all 
needy  individuals.  This  measure  is  the 
most  current  available  indicator  of 
poverty.  We  were  not  able  to 
incorporate  the  suggestion  of 
jurisdictional  cost  of  living  adjustments 
and  will  continue  to  use  this  measure. 

Township  and  Puerto  Rico  Eligibility 

The  Interim  Rule  of  March  14. 1979. 
did  not  list  townships  in  the  United 
States  and  municipios  in  the 
Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico  since 
data  for  the  variables  used  in 
determining  eligibility  was  not  available 
and  the  120  days  statutory  limitation  did 
not  allow  time  to  compute  eligibility. 

The  March  14  Federal  Register  notified 
townships  and  municipios  with 
populations  over  40,000  to  request 
eligibility.  Due  to  the  uncertain 
governmental  authority  of  townships, 
they  were  requested  to  submit  evidence 
of  a  general  purpose  local  government 
when  requesting  eligibility.  We  received 
nine  requests  from  townships  and 


twenty-one  from  municipios  for. 
eligibility  consideration.  We  applied  the 
six  original  variables  as  described  in  the 
March  14  Federal  Register  computing 
eligibility  in  the  same  manner  as  for  the 
original  listing.  Those  jurisdictions 
receiving  a  score  higher  than  the  median 
cutoff  were  designated  eligible  and  are 
included  in  the  Amended  Appendix  B. 
Five  townships  and  17  Puerto  Rico 
municipios  were  added  to  the  listing. 
HCRS  will  continue  to  consider 
townships  and  municipios  that  desire  a 
determination  of  eligibility  and  will 
publish  those  designated  eligible  in  the 
Federal  Register. 

Items  To  Be  Clarified 

'  Numerous  requests  for  information 
were  received  from  private  non-profit 
organizations  such  as  YMCA’s  and 
Boys’  Clubs  across  the  country  regarding 
funding.  Each  letter  was  responded  to, 
and  the  organizations  were  provided 
information  on  applications  for  funding. 
The  law  does  not  allow  HCRS  to  fund 
private  non-profit  organizations  directly. 
Private  non-profit  organizations  must 
work  with  the  chief  executive  of  the 
local  jurisdiction.  At  the  discretion  of 
the  local  government,  grants  may  be 
transferred  to  independent  special 
purpose  local  governments,  county  or 
regional  park  authorities,  or  private  non¬ 
profit  organizations.  Any  project  for 
which  funding  is  proposed  must  be  open 
to  the  public,  be  part  of  the  local 
government  Recovery  Action  Program, 
and  be  a  demonstrated  priority  within 
the  community.  The  pass-through 
funding  decision  is  that  of  the  local 
government’s  chief  executive,  not  HCRS. 

Statement  on  Significance 

The  Department  of  the  Interior  has 
determined  that  this  document  is  a 
significant  rule  but  that  it  does  not 
require  a  regulatory  analysis  under 
Executive  Order  12044  and  43  CFR  Part 
14. 

Review  Process 

The  Heritage  Conservation  and 
Recreation  Service  is  committed  to  a 
review  of  the  entire  concept  of  eligibility 
including  the  eligibility  factors  and 
jurisdiction  listing  one  year  after  the 
issuance  of  the  first  grants.  There  is  a 
great  deal  of  study  going  on  at  this  time 
with  regard  to  targeting  of  programs.  A 
review  of  the  program  will  allow  us  to 
take  advantage  of  the  work  in  other 
departments  and  agencies  on  this  issue 
over  the  next  year. 

Authorship  Statement 

The  primary  author  of  this  document 
was  Mr.  Sandy  Rives,  of  the  Heritage 
Conservation  and  Recreation  Service. 
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FTriT: 


Dated:  September  27, 1979. 

Robert  L  Herbs  t. 

Assistant  Secretary  for  Fish  and  Wildlife  and 
Parks. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing.  Part 
1228  is  added,  consisting  at  this  time  of 
Appendix  A  and  Appendix  B,  to  36  CFR 
Chapter  12,  to  read  as  follows: 

PART  1228 — URBAN  PARK  AND 
RECREATION  RECOVERY  ACT  OF 
1978 

Sec. 

***** 

Appendix  A — Criteria  for  Eligibility. 

Appendix  B — List  of  Eligible  Jurisdictions. 

Authority:  Sec.  1005(a)  of  title  X,  Notional 
Paries  and  Recreation  Act  of  1978,  Pub.  L  95- 
625  (16  U.S.C.  2504) 

***** 

Appendix  A — Criteria  for  Eligibility 

Jurisdictions  were  considered  for  eligibility 
if  they  were  functioning  general  purpose  local 
governments  in  one  of  three  categories: 

1.  Central  cities  of  Standard  Metropolitan 
Statistical  Areas  in  either  1970  or  1976  (1970 
data  derived  from  U.S.  Bureau  of  the  CensuB, 
Census  of  Population:  1970, 1976  data  derived 
from  U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census,  1976  Revenue 
Sharing  Estimates  File). 

2.  Cities  and  townships  with  Populations  of 
40,000  or  more  in  either  1970  or  1976  (1970 
data  derived  from  U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census, 
Census  of  Population:  1970, 1976  data  derived 
from  U.S..  Bureau  of  the  Census,  1976  Revenue 
Sharing  Estimates  File). 

3.  Counties  with  populations  of  250,000  or 
more  in  either  1970  or  1976  (1970  data  derived 
from  U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census,  Census  of 
Population:  1970: 1976  data  derived  from  1976 
Revenue  Sharing  Estimates  File). 

Indicators  (variables)  of  distress  and  need 
were  selected  to  determine  eligibility  for  the 
program  and  were  chosen  for  timeliness, 
reliability,  and  relevance  to  the  Act.  Certain 
variables  were  not  used  due  to  duplication, 
others  because  they  were  not  available  for  all 
jurisdictions,  and  some  because  they  were 
unrelated  to  the  purposes  of  the  Act.  (Section 
1002  of  the  Act  states  that  the  Congress  finds 
that  (a)  the  quality  of  life  in  urban  areas  is 
closely  related  to  the  availability  of  fully 
functional  park  and  recreation  systems 
including  land,  facilities,  and  service 
programs:  (b)  residents  of  cities  need  close- 
tc  home  recreational  opportunities  that  are 
adequate  to  specialized  urban  demands,  with 
parks  and  facilities  properly  located, 
developed,  and  well  maintained:  (c)  the 
greatest  recreational  deficiencies  with 
respect  to  land,  facilities,  and  programs  are 
found  in  many  large  cities,  especially  at  the 
neighborhood  level;  (d)  inadequate  financing 
of  urban  recreation  programs  due  to  fiscal 
difficulties  in  many  large  cities  has  led  to  the 
deterioration  of  facilities,  nonavailability  of 
recreation  services,  and  an  inability  to  adapt 
recreational  programs  to  changing 
circumstances;  and  (e)  there  is  no  existing 
Federal  assistance  program  which  fully 
addresses  the  needs  for  physical 
rehabilitation  and  revitalization  of  these  park 
and  recreation  systems.) 


The  Heritage  Conservation  and  Recreation 
Service  asked  the  Bureau  of  the  Census  to 
assist  in  the  analysis  of  national  data  in  order 
to  ensure  that  reliable,  timely  and  applicable 
indicators  of  distress  were  used  in 
determining  eligibility  for  the  program.  HCRS 
received  comments  from  a  number  of 
interested  individuals  on  what  they 
considered,  in  their  best  judgment,  to  be  the 
criteria  that  should  be  used  in  the  program. 
HCRS  also  received  numerous  position 
papers  from  national  interest  groups  on  what 
they  thought  were  suitable  indicators  for  the 
program.  HCRS  then  began  a  narrowing 
process  intended  to  select  the  most 
appropriate  criteria  for  eligibility  in  the 
program. 

Listed  below  are  the  six  variables  selected 
for  eligibility  criteria: 

Population  Per  Square  Mile 

This  variable  is  commonly  termed 
population  density,  and  it  is  defined  as  the 
number  of  persons  per  square  mile  of  land.  It 
provides  an  indication  of  the  extent  to  which 
an  area  is  urbanized.  Highly  urbanized  areas 
are  most  lacking  in  land  set  aside  for 
recreation  and  park  facilities  and  are 
experiencing  difficulty  in  maintaining  existing 
facilities.  Highly  dense  areas  tend  to  have  the 
greatest  need  for  assistance  in  revitalization 
of  their  neighborhood  park  and  recreation 
facilities.  Therefore,  jurisdictions  having  high 
values  for  density  would  be  favored  by  this 
variable,  based  on  1975  data  of  the  U.S. 
Bureau  of  the  Census. 

Net  Change  in  Per  Capita  Income  1369-75 

Per  capita  income  is  the  estimated  average 
amount  of  total  money  income  per  person.  It 
is  derived  by  dividing  the  total  income  of  a 
particular  group  by  the  total  population  in 
that  group.  Comparison  of  change  in  per 
capita  income  between  urban  jurisdictions 
provides  an  indication  of  each  jurisdiction's 
economic  growth.  If  the  income  of  a  city  is 
growing  more  slowly  than  another  city,  the 
city  with  slower  growth  is  in  a  relatively 
weaker  economic  position.  As  cited  in  the 
"Report  on  the  Fiscal  Impact  of  the  Economic 
Stimulus  Package  on  48  Large  Urban 
Governments  (1978),"  income  growth  is  a 
determinant  of  taxable  wealth  and  level  of 
economic  activity,  and  indicates  a 
juisidicf ion's  capability  to  finance  its  own 
recreation  and  other  projects.  This  measure 
of  financial  capacity  is  related  to  the  Act 
which  stipulates  that  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  consider  factors  related  to  economic 
distress.  Therefore,  jurisdictions  with  either 
negative  or  low  relative  growth  in  per  capiia 
income  would  be  favored  by  this  variable, 
based  on  1976  data  of  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  the 
Census. 

Percent  Unemployed,  1977 

Percent  unemployed,  commonly  termed  the 
unemployment  rate  i9  defined  as  the  number 
of  people  unemployed  as  a  percent  of  the 
civilian  labor  force.  The  unemployment  data 
are  the  product  of  a  Federal/State 
cooperative  program  in  which  State 
Employment  Security  agencies  prepare  labor 
force  and  unemployment  estimates  using 
concepts,  definitions,  and  technical 
procedures  established  by  the  Bureau  of 
Labor  Statistics.  The  National  Urban 


Recreation  Study  found  that  recreation  and 
leisure  time  opportunities  are  most  limited  for 
the  economically  disadvantaged,  including 
the  unemployed.  The  17  field  studies  of  the 
National  Urban  Recreation  Study  reveal  that 
low-income  neighborhoods  have  less  program 
diversity,  little,  if  any,  commercial  recreation 
opportunities,  and  fewer  year-round 
programs  than  higher  income  neighborhoods. 
Consideration  of  this  variable  is  consistent 
with  the  mandate  of  the  Act  which  requires 
that  criteria  be  considered  related  to  physical 
and  economic  distress.  Therefore,  this 
variable  would  tend  to  favor  jurisdictions 
having  high  unemployment  rates. 

Percent  of  Households  Without  Automobiles 
Available ,  1970 

Automobile  availability,  as  defined  by  the 
Bureau  of  the  Census,  represents  the  number 
of  passenger  automobiles,  including  station 
wagons,  which  are  owned  or  regularly  used 
by  any  member  of  the  household  and  which 
are  ordinarily  kept  at  heme.  Taxicabs, 
pickups,  or  larger  trucks  were  not  counted. 
Lack  of  automobile  availability  is  closely 
related  to  lack  of  recreation  opportunity.  The 
Recreation  Access  Study  (U.S.  Department  of 
Transportation,  1975)  found  that  access  to  a 
diversity  of  recreation  opportunities  is 
generally  assured  for  those  who  have 
automobiles  and  are  willing  to  travel 
reasonable  distances,  but  such  opportunities 
are  often  severely  limited  for  people  without 
cars.  In  addition,  the  17  field  studies  of  the 
National  Urban  Recreation  Study  concluded 
that  most  recreation  opportunities  for  those 
without  access  to  a  personal  auto  is  limited 
to  immediate  neighborhoods  or  place  of 
residence.  This  variable  is  relevant  to  the  Act 
in  that  the  transportation  disadvantaged 
households  are  the  group  that  has  the 
greatest  need  for  expanded  opportunities  to 
enjoy  their  close  to  home  resources. 

Therefore,  jurisdictions  having  a  high 
proportion  of  households  without 
automobiles  would  be  favored  by  this 
variable,  based  on  1970  data  of  the  U.S. 
Bureau  of  the  Census. 

Total  Population  Under  18  Years  of  Age,  and 
60  Years  and  Over,  1970 

This  variable  identifies  those  persons  most 
likely  to  be  the  most  frequent  users, of  public 
park  and  recreation  facilities.  While  many 
senior  citizens  have  adequate  incomes,  they 
tend  to  be  considerably  less  affluent  and  less 
mobile  than  the  general  population.  Younger 
and  older  children  also  need  public 
recreation  facilities,  especially  in  highly 
urbanized  areas,  where  recreation  facilities 
are  most  lacking.  This  variable  was  selected 
to  favor  areas  with  greater  concentrations  of 
the  dependent  population  where  need  for 
recreation  would  be  the  greatest,  snd  where 
rehabilitation  of  existing  facilities  the  most 
pressing,  in  accordance  with  the  Act  The 
variable  was  U9ed  in  its  absolute  rate  to  give 
an  indication  of  the  size  of  the  client 
populations  in  each  jurisdiction,  based  on 
1970  data  of  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census. 

Percent  Persona  With  Income  Below  125 
Percent  Poverty  Level,  1970 

In  1970,  percent  of  population  below 
poverty  level  was  calculated  by  the  Bureau  of 
the  Census  as  the  proportion  of  the  total 
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population  which  reported  income  below  the 
poverty  level.  This  variable  is  the  most 
current  available  indicator  of  poverty  status 
for  the  jurisdictions  in  question.  To 
accommodate  the  needs  of  economically 
disadvantaged  people  whose  incomes  are 
somewhat  above  the  poverty  level.  Buch  as 
those  employed  part-time,  or  those  in  very 
low-paid  jobs,  persons  with  incomes  up  to 
125%  of  poverty  are  included  in  this  variable. 
The  poor  and  near-poor  have  the  greatest 
need  for  public  recreation  opportunities  and 
services  in  proximity  to  their  homes.  This 
variable  is  also  related  to  that  part  of  the  Act 
which  stipulates  that  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  consider  "deficiencies  in  access  to 
neighborhood  recreation  facilities, 
particularly  for . . .  low-  and  moderate- 
income  residents,"  and  the  extent  to  which 
park  and  recreation  recovery  efforts  would 
provide  employment  opportunities  for  low- 
and  moderate-income  residents. 
Rehabilitation  of  parks  is  a  relatively  labor 
intensive  activity  having  the  potential  for 
providing  short-term  jobs  with  low-skill 
requirements.  Persons  with  poverty  level 
incomes  tend  to  lack  skills  and  jobt 
Therefore,  this  variable  was  selected  to  favor 
jurisdictions  having  a  large  percentage  of  its 
population  in  poverty.  The  poverty  level  of 
income  is  based  on  an  index  developed  by 
the  Social  Security  Administration  in  1964 
and  subsequently  modified  by  a  Federal 
interagency  Committee.  In  1969,  the  poverty 
thresholds  ranged  from  $1,467  for  a  female 
unrelated  individual  65  years  old  and  over 
living  on  a  farm  to  $6,116  for  a  nonfarm 
family  with  a  male  head  and  with  seven  or 
more  persons.  The  average  poverty  threshold 
for  a  nonfarm  family  of  four  headed  by  a 
male  was  $3,745. 

Determination  of  Eligibility  ' 

The  method  used  to  combine  the  variables 
had  four  steps.  First,  all  values  for  each  of  the 
stx  variables  were  expressed  in  common  or 
standard  units.  Second,  for  each  jurisdiction, 
the  standardized  values  for  the  six  variables 
were  added  to  produce  a  score.  Third,  the 
scores  were  ranked  from  high  values  (most 
eligible)  to  low  values  (least  eligible).  Fourth 
jurisdictions  having  scores  above  the  median 
score  for  all  jurisdictions  were  designated 
“eligible." 

County  Eligibility 

The  Administration  stated  before  the 
Senate  Subcommittee  on  Parks  and 
Recreation  on  June  27, 1976,  that  it  would 
ensure  fair  consideration  of  urban  counties 
for  eligibility  under  the  Urban  Park  and 
Recreation  Recovery  Program.  The 
Administration  has  kept  this  commitment  by 
subjecting  urban  county  data  to  the  same 
eligibility  standards  as  cities  and  including 
urban  counties  which  meet  those  standards 
on  the  eligibility  list  All  urban  counties  with 
a  population  over  250,000  were  considered 
under  the  same  criteria  (indicators  of  distress 
and  need)  as  the  city  counterparts.  Counties 
within  and  SMSA  not  on  the  eligibility  list 
may  compete  for  assistance  as  discretionary 
applicants. 

The  history  of  the  Administration’s  UPARR 
proposal  dearly  indicates  that  this  program  is 
part  of  an  overall  national  urban  policy  . 


Therefore,  in  accordance  with  the  legislative 
mandate,  project  selection  criteria  will 
require  that  county  projects  be  justified  in 
terms  of  direct  service  to  identifiable  urban 
neighborhoods  (residential  areas),  and  that 
there  must  be  evidence  of  cooperation 
between  a  county  and  its  major  city. 

Discretionary  Grants 
Section  1005(b)  of  the  Bill  states  that  at  the 
Secretary's  discretion,  up  to  15  percent  of  the 
program  funds  annually  may  be  granted  to 
local  governments  which  do  not  meet 
eligibility  criteria,  but  are  located  in  Standard 
Metropolitan  Statistical  Areas,  provided  that 
these  grants  to  general  purpose  governments 
are  in  accord  with  the  intent  of  the  program. 
These  governments  may  apply  for  grants 
under  the  program  regardless  of  w'hether  or 
not  they  are  included  on  the  list  of  eligible 
jurisdictions. 

Appendix  B — List  of  Eligible  Jurisdictions 
The  following  are  those  jurisdictions 
eligible  for  the  Urban  Park  and  Recreation 
Recoveiy  Program: 

Cities  Eligible  for  the  Urban  Park  and 

Recreation  Recovery  Program 

Akron.  Ohio 

Albany.  Georgia 

Albany,  New  York 

Alexandria.  Louisiana 

Alhambra,  California 

Allentown.  Pennsylvania 

Altoona.  Pennsylvania 

Aguadilla.  Puerto  Rico 

Anniston,  Alabama 

Arecibo,  Puerto  Rico 

Asbury  Park,  New  Jersey 

Asheville,  North  Carolina 

Athens,  Georgia 

Atlanta.  Georgia 

Atlantic  City,  New  Jersey 

Auburn,  Maine 

Augusta.  Georgia 

Babylon  Township,  New  York 

Baldwin  Park,  California 

Baltimore,  Maryland 

Baton  Rouge,  Louisiana 

Battle  Creek,  Michigan 

Bayamon,  Puerto  Rico 

Bay  City.  Michigan 

Bayonne.  New  Jersey 

Bellflower,  California 

Bellingham,  Washington 

Berkeley.  California 

Biloxi,  Mississippi 

Binghamton,  New  York 

Birmingham,  Alabama 

Bloomfield,  New  Jersey 

Bloomington,  Indiana 

Boston,  Massachusetts 

Bradenton,  Florida 

Bridgeport,  Connecticut 

Bridgeton,  New  Jersey 

Bristol,  Tennessee 

Brockton,  Massachusetts 

Brookline  Township.  Massachusetts 

Brownsville,  Texas 

Buffalo,  New  York 

Caguas,  Puerto  Rico 

Cambridge.  Massachusetts 

Camden.  New  Jersey 

Canton.  Ohio 

Carolina,  Puerto  Rico 

Carson.  California 


Cayey,  Puerto  Rico 
Charleston,  South  Carolina 
Charlottesville,  Virginia 
Chattanooga,  Tennessee 
Chester,  Pennsylvania 
Chicago,  Illinois 
Chicago  Heights,  Illinois 
Chicopee,  Massachusetts 
Chula  Vista,  California 
Cicero,  Illinois 
Cincinnati,  Ohio 
Clarksville,  Tennessee 
Cleveland,  Ohio 
Cocoa,  Florida 
Columbia,  South  Carolina 
Columbus,  Georgia 
Columbus,  Ohio 
Compton,  California 
Corpus  Christi,  Texas 
Covington,  Kentucky 
Danville,  Illinois 
Danville,  Virginia 
Dayton,  Ohio 
Daytona  Beach,  Florida 
Denison,  Texas 
Denver,  Colorado 
Detroit,  Michigan 
District  of  Columbia 
Dothan,  Alabama 
Duluth,  Minnesota 
Durham,  North  Carolina 
East  Chicago,  Indiana 
East  Lansing,  Michigan 
East  Orange,  New  Jersey 
East  Providence.  Rhode  Island 
East  St.  Louis,  Illinois 
Easton,  Pennsylvania 
Edinburg,  Texas 
El  Monte,  California 
El  Paso,  Texas 
Elizabeth,  New  Jersey 
Elmira,  New  York 
Erie,  Pennsylvania 
Evanston,  Illinois 
Evansville,  Indiana 
Everett,  Massachusetts 
Everett,  Washington 
Fall  River,  Massachusetts 
Fayetteville,  North  Carolina 
Fitchburg,  Massachusetts 
Flint,  Michigan 
Florence,  Alabama 
Ft.  Myers,  Florida 
Freeport,  New  York 
Fresno,  California 
Gadsden,  Alabama 
Gainesville,  Florida 
Galveston,  Texas 
Gary,  Indiana 
Gastonia,  North  Carolina 
Grand  Rapids,  Michigan 
Granite  City,  Illinois 
Greenville,  Mississippi 
Greenville,  South  Carolina 
Guayama,  Puerto  Rico 
Guaynabo,  Puerto  Rico 
Gulfport,  Mississippi 
Hamilton,  Ohio 
Harlingen,  Texas 
Harrisburg,  Pennsylvania 
Hartford,  Connecticut 
Hattiesburg.  Mississippi 
Haverhill,  Massachusetts 
Hawthorne,  California 
Hazelton.  Pennsylvania 
Hemstead  Township,  New  York 
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Hialeah,  Florida 
High  Point,  North  Carolina 
Hoboken,  New  jersey 
Holyoke,  Massachusetts 
Hopkinsville,  Kentucky 
Humacao,  Puerto  Rico 
Huntington,  West  Virginia 
Indianapolis.  Indiana 
Inglewood,  California 
Irvington,  New  jersey 
jackson,  Michigan 
Jackson,  Mississippi 
Jackson,  Tennessee 
Jacksonville,  Florida 
Jersey  City,  New  Jersey 
Johnson  City,  Tennessee 
Johnstown,  Pennsylvania 
Joplin,  Missouri 
Juana  Diaz,  Puerto  Rico 
Kalamazoo.  Michigan 
Kankakee,  Illinois 
Kansas  City,  Kansas 
Kansas  City,  Missouri 
Kenner,  Louisiana 
Kenosha,  Wisconsin 
Killeen,  Texas 
Knoxville,  Tennessee 
Kokomo,  Indiana 
La  Crosse,  Wisconsin 
Lafayette,  Louisiana 
Lake  Charles,  Louisiana 
Lakeland,  Florida 
Lakewood,  Ohio 
Lancaster,  Pennsylvania 
Lansing,  Michigan 
Laredo,  Texas 
Las  Cruces,  New  Mexico 
Lawrence,  Massachusetts 
Lawton,  Oklahoma 
Lewiston,  Maine 
Lima,  Ohio 
Lompoc,  California 
Long  Beach,  California 
Long  Branch,  New  Jersey 
Los  Angeles,  California 
Louisville,  Kentucky 
Lowell,  Massachusetts 
Lynchburg,  Virginia 
Lynn,  Massachusetts 
Lynwood,  California 
Macon,  Georgia 
Maiden,  Massachusetts 
Manchester,  New  Hampshire 
Mansfield,  Ohio 
Marietta,  Ohio 
Marion,  Indiana 
Marshall,  Texas 
Mayaguez,  Puerto  Rico 
McAllen,  Texas 
Medford,  Massachusetts 
Melbourne,  Florida 
Memphis,  Tennessee 
Meriden,  Connecticut 
Meridian,  Mississippi 
Miami,  Florida 
Miami  Beach,  Florida 
Middletown,  Ohio 
Millville.  New  Jersey 
Milwaukee,  Wisconsin 
Minneapolis,  Minnesota 
Mobile,  Alabama 
Modesto,  California 
Monroe,  Louisiana 
Montgomery,  Alabama 
Moss  Point,  Mississippi 
Mount  Vernon,  New  York 


Muncie,  Indiana 
Muskegon,  Michigan 
Muskegon  Heights,  Michigan 
Muskogee,  Oklahoma 
National  City,  California 
New  Bedford,  Massachusetts 
New  Britain,  Connecticut 
New  Brunswick,  New  Jersey 
New  Haven,  Connecticut 
New  London,  Connecticut 
New  Orleans,  Louisiana 
New  Rochelle,  New  York 
New  York,  New  York 
Newark,  New  Jersey 
Newark,  Ohio 
Newport  News,  Virginia 
Niagara  Falls,  New  York 
Norfolk,  Virginia 

North  Bergen  Township.  New  Jersey 

North  Chicago,  Illinois 

Norwalk,  California 

Norwich,  Connecticut 

Oak  Park,  Illinois 

Oakland,  California 

Oceanside,  California 

Ogden,  Utah 

Omaha,  Nebraska 

Ontario,  California 

Orange,  Texas 

Orlando,  Florida 

Oshkosh.  Wisconsin 

Oxnard,  California 

Panama  City,  Florida 

Parkersburg,  West  Virginia 

Pasco,  Washington 

Passaic,  New  Jersey 

Paterson,  New  Jersey 

Pawtucket,  Rhode  Island 

Pensacola,  Florida 

Perth  Amboy,  New  Jersey 

Petersburg,  Virginia 

Pharr,  Texas 

Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania 
Phoenix,  Arizona 
Pico  Rivera,  California 
Pine  Bluff,  Arkansas 
Pittsburgh,  Pennsylvania 
Pittsfield,  Massachusetts 
Plainfield,  New  Jersey 
Pomona,  California 
Ponce,  Puerto  Rico 
Pontiac,  Michigan 
Port  Arthur,  Texas 
Portland,  Maine 
Portland,  Oregon 
Portsmouth,  Virginia 
Poughkeepsie,  New  York 
Pritchard,  Alabama 
Providence,  Rhode  Island 
Provo,  Utah 
Pueblo,  Colorado 
Quincy,  Illinois 
Quincy,  Massachusetts 
Rantoul,  Illinois 
Reading,  Pennsylvania 
Revere,  Massachusetts 
Richmond,  California 
Richmond,  Indiana 
Richmond,  Virginia 
Roanoke,  Virginia 
Rochester,  New  York 
Rome,  New  York 
Rosemead,  California 
Sacramento,  California 
Saginaw,  Michigan 
St.  Joseph,  Missouri 


St.  Louis,  Missouri 

St.  Paul,  Minnesota 

St.  Petersburg,  Florida 

Salem,  Massachusetts 

Salinas,  California 

San  Antonio,  Texas 

San  Benito,  Texas 

San  Bernardino,  California 

San  Diego,  California 

San  Francisco,  California 

San  Juan,  Puerto  Rico 

Santa  Ana,  California 

Santa  Cruz,  California 

Santa  Fe,  New  Mexico 

Santa  Maria,  California 

Santa  Monica,  California 

Sarasota,  Florida 

Savannah,  Georgia 

Schenectady,  New  York 

Scranton,  Pennsylvania 

Seaside,  California 

Seattle,  Washington 

Shreveport,  Louisiana 

Somerville,  Massachusetts 

South  Gate,  California 

Spartanburg,  South  Carolina 

Spokane,  Washington 

Springfield,  Massachusetts 

Springfield,  Ohio 

Springfield,  Oregon 

Steubenville,  Ohio 

Stockton,  California 

Suffolk,  Virginia 

Superior,  Wisconsin 

Syracuse,  New  York 

Tacoma,  Washington 

Tampa,  Florida 

Taunton,  Massachusetts 

Terre  Haute,  Indiana 

Texarkana,  Arkansas 

Texarkana,  Texas 

Titusville,  Florida 

Toa  Baja,  Puerto  Rico 

Toledo,  Ohio 

Trenton,  New  Jersey 

Troy,  New  York 

Trujillo  Alto,  Puerto  Rico 

Tucson,  Arizona 

Tuscaloosa,  Alabama 

Union  City,  New  Jersey 

Upper  Darby  Township,  Pennsylvania 

Urbana,  Illinois 

Utica,  New  Jersey 

Vega  Baja,  Puerto  Rico 

Vineland,  New  Jersey 

Waco,  Texas 

Waltham,  Massachusetts 

Warren,  Ohio 

Waterbury,  Connecticut 

West  Haven,  Connecticut 

West  New  York,  New  Jersey 

West  Palm  B^ach,  Florida 

Wheeling,  West  Virginia 

Wilkes-Barre,  Pennsylvania 

Williamsport,  Pennsylvania 

Wilmington,  Delaware 

Wilmington,  North  Carolina 

Winston-Salem,  North  Carolina 

Winter  Haven,  Florida 

Woonsocket,  Rhode  Island 

Worcester,  Massachusetts 

Wyandotte,  Michigan 

Yakima,  Washington 

Yauco,  Puerto  Rico 

Yonkers,  New  York 

York,  Pennsylvania 
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Youngstown,  Ohio 

Counties  Eligible  for  the  Urban  Park  and 

Recreation  Recovery  Program 

Alameda  Co.,  California 

Allegheny  Co.,  Pennsylvania 

Bernalillo  Co.,  New  Mexico 

Bexar  Co.,  Texas 

Bristol  Co.,  Massachusetts 

Camden  Co.,  New  Jersey 

Charleston  Co..  South  Carolina 

Cook  Co.,  Illinois 

Cuyahoga  Co.,  Ohio 

Dade  Co.,  Florida 

El  Paso  Co.,  Texas 

Erie  Co.,  New  York 

Essex  Co.,  Massachusetts 

Essex  Co.,  New  Jersey 

Franklin  Co.,  Ohio 

Fresno  Co.,  California 

Fulton  Co.,  Georgia 

Hamilton  Co.,  Ohio 

Hamilton  Co.,  Tennessee 

Hampden  Co.,  Massachusetts 

Hillsborough  Co.,  Florida 

Hudson  Co..  New  Jersey 

Jackson  Co.,  Missouri 

Jefferson  Co..  Alabama 

Kern  Co.,  California 

Los  Angeles  Co.,  California 

Lucas  Co.,  Ohio 

Luzerne  Co.,  Pennsylvania 

Mahoning  Co.,  Ohio 

Maricopa  Co.,  Arizona 

Middlesex  Co.,  Massachusetts 

Milwaukee  Co.,  Wisconsin 

Mobile  Co.,  Alabama 

Nassau  Co.,  New  York 

Nueces  Co.,  Texas 

Oneida  Co.,  New  York 

Onondaga  Co.,  New  York 

Orange  Co.,  Florida 

Passaic  Co.,  New  Jersey 

Pinellas  Co.,  Florida 

Plymouth  Co.,  Massachusetts 

Polk  Co.,  Florida 

Riverside  Co.,  California 

St.  Clair  Co..  Illinois 

San  Bernardino  Co.,  California 

San  Diego  Co..  California 

San  Joaquin  Co.,  California 

Shelby  Co.,  Tennessee 

Sonoma  Co.,  California 

Suffolk  Co..  New  York 

Wayne  Co.,  Michigan 

Worchester  Co.,  Massachusetts 
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